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1. Introduction  
 
Business flexibility and value adding is essential for the long term viability of the 
FNQ sugar industry. There is a need to diversify into new high value products to 
provide additional income streams and escape dependence on bulk raw sugar 
markets.  New high value products require environmental accreditation for market 
access, international branding and competitiveness and to provide a competitive 
edge.   
The environmental impact of the FNQ Sugar Industry on sensitive resources, 
particularly the Great Barrier Reef, also is widely acknowledged as a key issue for 
long term sustainability of the industry. 
The Mossman Mill District Eco-Accreditation program provides an approach for 
industry to demonstrate environmental compliance and improve environmental 
reporting.  It establishes a locally specific BMP framework for sustainable 
agriculture and the sugar industry in the Mossman Mill District.  It provides a 
structured approach for sugar producers to increase the chances of the local sugar 
products in a more environmentally aware market, to improve profitability and 
environmental performance and to meet the requirements of environmental 
legislation and aspirational plans.  In addition eco-accreditation of sugar cane 
products will facilitate access to new markets.  It is anticipated eco-accreditation of 
sugar cane products will deliver a price premium and a market incentive to 
encourage the voluntary uptake of eco-accreditation.   
Eco-accreditation requires: 
 farm scale resource condition targets and Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) that address legislative responsibilities and regional NRM plan 
outcomes;  
 methods for ranking, and tools for assessing, producer compliance with 
BMPs; 
 a practical sustainable agriculture and resource condition auditing system 
in the Mossman Mill District; and 
 local capacity and capability to implement the system. 
The Mossman Eco-accreditation Program identifies the existing institutional 
requirements for cane farming and regional industry targets for BMPs and 
facilitates: 
 the audit of individual landowner progress towards the implementation of 
sustainability practices (and institutional requirements for sustainability);  
 future planning by individual landowners to improve their land management 
to achieve regional management action targets; and 
 independent environmental accreditation of landowners implementing the 
Farm Management System and recognition through the WWF Better Sugar 
Initiative (BSI). 
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This document describes the approach and outlines structure of the Mossman Mill 
District Eco-Accreditation Program.   
2. Background and Drivers  
Economic Drivers 
It is not economically viable or sustainable for the Mossman cane industry to rely 
on raw sugar production.  There is a need to diversify into new high value products 
to provide additional income streams and escape dependence on bulk raw sugar 
markets.   
The Mossman Central Mill is partnering with new commercial interests, with the 
support of the growers and community, to produce health fibre and syrup products 
to diversify income.  These new high value products require environmental 
certification for market access, international branding, and competitiveness and the 
Mossman Mill District requires an environmental accreditation system to 
demonstrate that environmental and social requirements for sugar production have 
been met.  It will support new cane products, deliver greater product diversity and 
new market access, make the Mossman District more internationally competitive, 
and reduce the reliance on the NY11 price for raw sugar.  
Environmental Drivers 
The environmental impact of the Far North Queensland (FNQ) sugar industry on 
sensitive resources, particularly the Great Barrier Reef (GBR) is widely 
acknowledged as a key issue for long term sustainability.  The Douglas Shire Water 
Quality Improvement Plan, (DSWQIP) estimated present loads of Total Phosphorous 
(TP – 175 tonnes/year), Total Nitrogen (TN – 2,250 tonnes/year) and Total 
Suspended Solids (TSS – 134,000 tonnes/year) entering the GBR lagoon. This is 
compared to pre-European settlement loads which are estimated as 72,800, 1,980 
and 122 tonnes p.a. for TSS, TN and TP respectively. The largest contributions of 
pollutants of concern come from diffuse sources for all pollutants (100% TSS; 98% 
TN; 93% TP). Of these diffuse sources, the largest fractions come from uncleared 
land (93%, 80%, and 86% respectively) because it is both the dominant land use in 
the Shire in areal terms and it occurs in the more erosion-prone, higher rainfall 
country. The major diffuse source contributions from cleared land comes from 
sugarcane, grazing and rural residential land uses.  Of the contributions from 
cleared land, grazing and sugarcane contribute roughly equal percentages of TSS 
and TP, while sugar cane is the largest contributor of TN. 
Eco-accreditation will allow producers to demonstrate their environmental 
credentials and will provide an opportunity to counter broad community perceptions 
that the industry has a poor environmental performance.  It is envisaged that eco -
accreditation will deliver: 
 A positive industry led environmental certification system in partnership 
with government, WWF, and other stakeholders;   
 The systematic implementation of BMPs at the enterprise and catchment 
scale; 
 An integrated and regionally appropriate system for producers to assess 
and report industry performance against environmental requirements;  
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 Improved BMP monitoring and reporting by sugar cane producers in the 
Mossman Mill District and continual improvement to ensure environmental 
management is enhanced over time; and  
 Environmental certification and a market premium payment for producers 
who demonstrate they meet environmental requirements.  
Institutional Complexity and Confusion 
In order to facilitate eco-accreditation, the institutional arrangements governing 
sugar cane farming must be clearly identified and integrated into a practical, farm-
based assessment, audit and reporting system.  Numerous institutional 
arrangements identify farm management obligations for sustainability .  However, a 
lack of coordination and integration of these arrangements a t the farm scale, 
coupled with institutional complexity has led to considerable confusion and a poor 
articulation of the environmental compliance requirements and the farm-practices 
society expects from cane production. 
3. Aims and Methodology  
The original aims of the Mossman Eco-Accreditation Program were to: 
1. increase the uptake of best management practices by developing a Farm 
and Information Management System for Eco-Accreditation in the Mossman 
Mill Region; 
2. Involve WWF as the accrediting body; and 
3. Support the payment of a market premium to eco-accredited sugarcane 
producers. 
The following methodology was implemented to deliver the aims:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Develop farm scale resource 
condition targets and BMPs that 
address institutional 
responsibilities for environmental 
management and Regional NRM 
Plan Management Targets
2.  Develop methods for ranking, 
and tools for assessing, 
compliance with BMPs
3. Develop a simple and easy to 
use reporting and record 
management system and 
practical auditing system in the 
Mossman Mill District
Build cross-
jurisdictional and 
stakeholder support
Include forward planning 
capabilities
Develop local capacity and 
capability to implement the 
system (assess and report 
BMPs and identify the actions 
required to improve 
environmental performance).
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Stakeholder engagement has been a crucial part of the development of Mossman 
Eco-Accreditation Program.  The development of supportive regional partnerships 
and partnerships with government agencies has been critical to the success of this 
project. Regional, industry and government stakeholders have been collaboratively 
involved to: 
1. Develop a Farm and Information Management System for environmental 
accreditation for sugar producers in the Mossman Mill District;  
2. Provide support to local producers to undertake a self -assessment (internal 
audit) and collate relevant documents to verify the self -assessment and 
support audit; and  
3. Provide support for the independent audit for environmental accreditation.   
Stakeholders were engaged through a steering committee, which was established to 
drive the project, provide advice on the technical dimensions of the eco-
accreditation scheme, and facilitate communication exchange back to stakeholders.  
Stakeholders were also engaged through frequent face-to-face meetings to build 
confidence and cross-jurisdictional support in the project, achieve alignment 
between activities, and develop capacity for implementation.   Stakeholders have 
also assumed key roles within the development and delivery of the eco-
accreditation program (Table 1). 
Table 1 Stakeholder involvement in the Mossman Eco-Accreditation Program 
Key Stakeholders  Role 
Terrain NRM Project management 
Stakeholder coordination 
Technical expertise (institutional requirements for 
sugar cane production, sustainable agriculture 
BMPs) 
Implementation support 
Ongoing management role (audit and compliance, 
continual system improvement) 
Douglas Shire Council (DSC) Technical expertise (sustainable agriculture BMPs) 
Implementation support 
Mossman Agricultural Services (MAS) Technical expertise (farming operations, soil 
analysis interpretation, GIS, farm maps, extension 
services) 
Support for system development 
Implementation agents (support to growers to 
assess and record BMPs) 
KFSU Commercial partner (investigating potential for 
market incentive for environmental accreditation) 
Resis Australia Commercial partner (investigating potential for 
market incentive for environmental accreditation) 
Mossman Central Mill (MCM) Commercial partner 
Potential conduit for market premium payment 
Local Farmers Key implementation agents for the system 
(implementation of BMPs and environmental 
reporting) 
Department of Primary Industries and 
Fisheries (DPI&F) 
Technical expertise (sustainable agriculture BMPs) 
Advice on extension services 
Far North Queensland Area 
Consultative Committee (FNQ ACC) 
Support for system development and 
implementation 
WWF Support for system development and 
implementation and partnership to deliver 
environmental accreditation through the ‘Better 
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Sugar Initiative’ (BSI) 
Queensland Department of Natural 
Resources and Water (QDNRW) 
Support for system development and 
implementation 
Queensland Environmental Protection 
Agency (QEPA) 
Support for system development and 
implementation 
Department of Environment and 
Water (DEW) 
Support for system development and 
implementation 
The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 
Authority 
Support for system development and 
implementation 
 
Through these collaborations, the Mossman Eco-Accreditation Program has 
produced: 
 a series of tables outlining the institutional requirements and 
environmental standards (BMPs) for cane farming in the Mossman Mill 
District,  
 a workbook for farm business to self-assess their environmental 
performance and collect relevant documents and records, set targets to 
improve performance, and plan how to achieve the targets,  
 an independent environmental audit process for eco-accreditation of sugar 
cane products. 
4. The Eco-Accreditation Approach  
The Mossman Eco-Accreditation Program adopts a Farm Management System 
approach focused on the achievement of sustainability outcomes.  The Mossman 
Eco-Accreditation Program is compatible with ISO 14001 (the only international 
standard for environmental management systems) and can be easily transferred 
into an ISO 14001 scheme if required based on market feedback.  The ISO 14001 
format has not been adopted in the first instance due to focus on process rather 
than outcomes and other limitations highlighted through a review of accreditation 
schemes in other primary industries already conducted to this point. 
The Mossman Eco-Accreditation Program involves a two-staged audit process: 
 Stage 1: Self-assessment (internal audit) and action planning every two 
years. The self-assessment process involves a series of best management 
practice rakings outlined in the self-assessment workbook.  Producers rate 
their current practices using these rankings and compile key documents to 
verify the responses provided against the rankings.  ,  
 Stage 2: Independent audit by an internationally certified eco-accreditation 
company.  The independent audit process involves the external audit and 
verification of each BMP self-assessment undertaken by producers.  The 
independent audit will be conducted by an internationally recognised 
environmental audit company. 
The Mossman eco-accreditation scheme is based on a process of continual 
improvement.  Producers will need to demonstrate practice improvement to achieve 
ongoing eco-accreditation.   
The implementation of eco-accreditation will be linked to incentives including (a) a 
market premium for eco-accredited sugar cane products and (b) prioritisation of 
landholder incentive payments for on-ground environmental works.  It is anticipated 
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that the scheme will be self-funding in the future through the market premium price 
paid for eco-accredited sugar cane products. 
5. The Mossman Eco-Accreditation Scheme 
 
Management and Operation of the Eco-Accreditation Scheme 
Terrain NRM, in partnership with regional stakeholders and government agencies 
through the steering committee process, has led the development and 
implementation of the Eco-Accreditation Scheme.  Terrain’s role has been to: 
 project manage the development of the overall accreditation system to 
meet local, regional and broader expectations and use in-house capabilities 
to manage the development of the technical reporting system (front and 
back end); and  
 broker resources to facilitate system development and implementation; and  
 provide an ongoing support role to regional partners in the implementation 
and audit of the accreditation system. 
Mossman Agricultural Services are the key local delivery agents of the accreditation 
system.  In partnership with FNQ NRM Ltd and the Mossman Mill , they will: 
 undertake local delivery of the system including working one-on-one with 
producers to trial system (help input data and integrate relevant supporting 
documents into record management system) and: 
 undertake regional audit of system; and 
 use the process to build capacity for ongoing implementation of the system 
(by local producers and capacity for regional audit).  
The ongoing management and maintenance of the Eco-Accreditation Scheme, 
including the regular revision of the best management standards, the definition of 
different classes of accreditation to recognize high achievers,  and the overarching 
management of the independent audit process will be coordinated by Terrain NRM 
in partnership with the Steering Committee.   
Mossman Central Mill are the key providers of the market based incentive for 
environmental accreditation of sugar cane products.  
Institutional Framework for Eco-Accreditation 
Sugar cane production is governed by a complex array of institutional arrangements 
at local, regional, state and national levels.  These arrangements establish a broad 
mandate for environmental management and include tools such as:  
 Legislation – legally binding statutory provisions outlined in State and 
Federal law and implemented by governments and the courts;  
 Plans – local and regional planning guidelines for managing resource 
development and use.  Implementation opportunities are highly varied 
depending on the type of regional planning instrument (can be statutory or 
non-statutory); 
 10 
 Other policy tools - Conventions, conceptual frameworks, codes and other 
policy arrangements that establish procedures to guide decision-making 
and management activities.   
Although a high number of institutional arrangements, because of their focus on 
environmental sustainability, are broadly relevant in sugar cane production areas, a 
smaller number have direct relevance in the Mossman cane production region.  This 
is because a number of potentially relevant institutional arrangements do not 
establish specific operational or compliance requirements for cane farming in 
Mossman. 
Those arrangements of specific relevance to sugar cane production in Mossman 
have been identified.  In short they include the following: 
 Environmental Protection Act 1994 
 River Improvement Trust Act 1940 
 Reef Water Quality Protection Plan (Reef Plan) 
 Land Protection (Pest and Stock Route Management) Act 2002 
 Integrated Planning Act 1997 
 Nature Conservation Act 1992 (only in cases where a landowner has 
entered into a Voluntary Conservation Agreement) 
 Vegetation Management Act 1999 
 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 1999 
 Fisheries Act 1994 
 Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 
 Workplace Health and Safety Act 1995 
 FNQ NRM Regional Plan 
These institutional ‘Heads of Power’ provide the overarching framework for eco-
accreditation.  They establish obligations, requirements and accompanying systems 
for managing resources, environmental assets or management practices.  As heads 
of power, these key arrangements are most likely to be supported by other 
institutional tools to fulfill their objectives and facilitate implementation.  Examples 
of supporting institutional tools include codes, plans, guidelines, policy  and 
planning procedures, or incentive schemes.  In cases where multiple arrangements 
relate to the management of an asset, one arrangement may have a clear lead role 
and be the head of power. 
In order to translate this institutional framework in to a prac tical system for 
assessing and awarding eco-accreditation, it was necessary to identify the specific 
requirements and standards for cane production at the farm scale in the Mossman 
region.   
It was also necessary to define indicators or measures to assess producer 
compliance with the specific requirements and standards of each head of power and 
their accompanying arrangements.    
This was undertaken using a staged process: 
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 Step one involved a desktop synthesis of institutional arrangements to 
identify (a) the requirements and standards for resource management in 
Mossman and (b) accompanying indicators to measure compliance (refer 
Appendix 1 for an excerpt of this synthesis).  This produced a lengthy table 
which outlined the full spectrum of requirements for each Head of Power 
and their accompanying arrangements.  In this table the compliance 
indicators were expressed in institutional terms.  The desktop synthesis 
highlighted considerable duplication and overlap in the institutional 
framework in relation to the management of certain assets.  It identified a 
clear need to re-specify the institutional requirements in an integrated way 
to support eco-accreditation.  It also identified a need to re-specify the 
compliance measures using a management practice language to enable the 
on-ground assessment and audit for eco-accreditation. 
 Step two involved a technical analysis of the institutional requirements and 
indicators of compliance to produce a more integrated and workable 
framework for eco-accreditation.  Using the Asset structure within the FNQ 
NRM Regional Plan to provide a framework, institutional requirements were 
synthesised to identify the key overall requirements for on-ground 
management in the Mossman sugar cane production area.  The compliance 
measures were defined from a land management practice perspective.  
Best management practices were identified for each requirement for on-
ground management and a series of rankings were devised to measure 
compliance against the institutional requirements (refer Appendix 2 for an 
excerpt of this analysis).  The identification of best management practices 
highlighted additional overlap and duplication within the framework; single 
management practices can achieve multiple institutional requirements for 
land management (e.g., the practice of green cane trash blanketing meets 
multiple requirements for water quality, soil resources, and climate 
change).   This necessitated additional refinement to remove the 
duplication and streamline the framework for implementation.  
 Step three involved a stakeholder based process to remove the duplication 
and refine the language of the best management practice rankings to 
ensure they were locally appropriate, technically correct (from a farming 
and a compliance viewpoint), and able to be used by sugar producers and 
auditors in the self-assessment and audit process respectively.  This 
provides the framework for the self-assessment process and the 
independent audit and accreditation process (refer Appendix 3 for an 
excerpt of the BMP self-assessment ratings).  
Implementation of the Treatment Train Framework  
In addition to the institutional requirements for sugar cane production, a priority 
for the Mossman Eco-Accreditation Scheme is to facilitate the implementation of 
water quality BMPs to achieve the objectives of the Water Quality Improvement 
Plan for the Douglas Shire.  This will occur through demonstrable, systematic 
implementation of water quality BMPs in accordance with the ‘treatment train’ 
framework.  
A treatment train, also known as a management practice system, is a suite of 
management practices designed to function together to achieve water quality goals 
and objectives effectively and efficiently (NCSU 2000). They are often effective 
because they treat the pollutant at a number of points along the pollutant delivery 
process (Figure 1). To ensure the system functions effectively, the management 
measures should be selected, designed, implemented and maintained in accordance 
with site-specific considerations (NCSU 2000).  
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Figure 1 Components of a treatment train (NCSU, 2000)1  
This conceptual framework identifies key points of intervention along the pollutant 
delivery pathway, and priorities for intervention and BMP implementation. For 
example it is a priority to complete a farm plan that demonstrates how the 
treatment train will be implemented (a Land Use and Planning BMP) prior to, for 
example, converting a shallow drain to a spoon drain (a Conveyance and 
Transmission BMP). 
From a sugar industry perspective, examples of farm-scale best management 
practices in accordance with the treatment train framework are outlined in Table 2. 
Table 2 Examples of farm-scale best management practices in accordance with the 
Treatment Train Framework 
Treatment Train 
Framework 
Indicator of Requirement Examples of BMPs 
Land Use & 
Planning: 
Avoiding inappropriate agricultural 
land use and promoting land use 
patterns consistent with defined 
regional environmental values and 
water quality objectives / targets. 
 
LWMP* / Property Planning that includes farm-
scale treatment train; 
retiring land, eg to minimise undue risk to water 
quality, for water quality/treatment purposes or 
for biodiversity conservation purposes; 
demonstrable integration with Industry, Regional 
NRM & WQIP initiatives; 
Farm-scale implementation of regional 
biodiversity conservation initiatives. 
Eco Efficiency: Reducing chemical inputs to the 
farming system. 
 
Applying fertiliser according to soil/crop needs; 
N-fixing cane; 
Optimal application of biocides; 
Source Control:  
 
Retaining chemicals at the point of 
application. 
Controlled Traffic / Minimum Till;  
Improved irrigation technologies (overhead v 
                                               
1 NCSU (2000) National Management Measures to Control Nonpoint Source Pollution from 
Agriculture DRAFT, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC. 
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flood furrow vs buried trickle); 
Incorporation of DSS technologies into the 
farming system (Enviroscan, Safe gauge for 
Nutrients/Pesticides); 
Improved soil health / crop rotation; 
Precision Ag Technologies (GPS, Variable rate 
fertiliser);  
Tailored soil and crop ameliorants, nutrient, 
irrigation and ag-chemical application / timing 
Ground cover management (Green Cane Trash 
Blanket, cover, rotational and companion 
cropping) 
Conveyance and 
Transmission 
Processes:  
 
Minimising pollutant losses from the 
property. 
Tail-water capture and re-use;  
- Surface and groundwater management;  
Riparian and wetland enhancement,  
Incorporation of grass swales / filter strips; 
- Drainage modification, Sediment Traps / 
Artificial Wetlands. 
Treatment and 
Discharge: 
Minimising pollutant loss to 
receiving coastal waters (GBR). 
 
- Tail-water polishing through off-property tail 
water / effluent treatment structures; 
- Protection and enhancement of wetlands and 
stream corridors for pollutant attenuation 
 
To achieve this framework through on-farm environmental management, the 
Mossman Mill District Eco-Accreditation Scheme defines BMP ratings and, where 
appropriate, minimum requirements to address the requirements of each treatment 
train category (Refer Appendix 4).  Due to the overlap in practices when viewed 
against the TTF (in other words single management practices simultaneously meet 
multiple requirements of the TTF) the standard maintains the above described logic 
of defining desired management practices that are then mapped back to the 
relevant institutional requirements and conceptual frameworks.     
During the process of identifying the BMP standards for environmental 
accreditation, some management practices and regional benchmarks have been 
identified for Phase 2 Implementation.  This is because: 
 it is not possible to audit or verify producer compliance with some 
management practices at the present time, therefore implementation is 
being deferred until future phases when verification may be possible;  
 some of the management practices are of limited relevance to the specific 
conditions of the Mossman Region but have been retained for future 
consideration; 
 it is not possible to identify regional benchmarks for some management 
practices because of limited information about current farm practices and 
therefore regional benchmarking will occur as part of future 
implementation. 
The Self-Assessment Workbook 
The Mossman Mill District Eco-Accreditation Self-Assessment Workbook is a 
Mossman Industry owned standard, describing the practices required on farm to 
provide assurance that products have been produced with care to the environment.   
The Workbook has been designed to help local cane farmers meet their existing 
environmental obligations. A farm business can use this workbook assess its 
environmental performance and collect relevant documents and records, set targets 
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to improve performance, and plan how to achieve these targets.   The workbook 
can be used as a stand-alone tool or in conjunction with any extension or training 
programs and other environmental tools and services.  
Certification to the program is achieved through independent auditing against the 
practices established in the workbook. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
The requirements of the workbook, are grouped into 6 sections called modules. 
These modules reflect the need to look after our critical on farm natural resource 
assets- Water, Soil Resources, Biodiversity, Climate and Atmosphere and Human 
and Community. 
Each section describes the specific legal and institutional requirements for sugar 
cane production at the farm scale in Mossman.  Each section also outlines the 
locally considered Best Management Practices that relate to those legal and 
institutional requirements.   
In order to allow a farm business to assess its environmental performance, each 
section includes a series of rakings for each best management practice and 
producers rate their current practices using these rankings.  In addition, each 
section identifies the key documents that need to be collated to allow verification of 
the responses provided against the rankings. 
Minimum Standards 
Sugar cane producers need to go through the process of self-assessment and 
independent verification to achieve environmental certification.  There are only 4 
areas where enterprises are required to achieve minimum standards to attain eco-
accreditation.  These relate to the high priority issues of nutrient/pesticide use and 
minimum tillage and are pretty close to current practices in Mossman (Table 2).  In 
all other cases, the enterprise can be certified providing that producers put in place 
a program over time to raise practices towards the regional  target practices and 
demonstrate that practice improvement is occurring.   
 
Table 3 Minimum Standards in the Mossman Eco-Accreditation Program 
Minimum Standard  Asset Category 
 
Nitrogen Rates:  Do not exceed 160 kg N/ha on any blocks. 
  
 
Soil Resources 
 
Urea Application on Ratoons: Urea surface applied close to row when 
 
Soil Resources  
1.  Producer Self-Assessment Using Workbook
2.  Collation of relevant supporting information
3.  Environmental certification through independent audit
Figure 2 The role of the Workbook in the Audit Process 
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cane at least 500mm high.  
 
 
Minimum Tillage Planting: Only cultivate zone where cane is to be 
planted.  
 
 
Soil Resources 
 
Diuron and Atrazine Usage: Diuron and Atrazine used at 
recommended rates. 
 
 
Soil Resources 
 
Minimum standards have not been set for all BMPs because:  
 Many current practices have not been benchmarked before; therefore it is 
difficult to establish minimum standards for some practices.  It is 
envisaged that minimum standards will be introduced in other priority 
management areas once benchmarking has occurred; 
 It is not always possible to establish regional-wide minimum standards for 
BMPs because the best practice will be affected by regional variations in 
topography.  In these cases, benchmarks and standards will have to be 
defined on a farm-by-farm basis.  It is envisaged that this will occur 
through the action planning and continual improvement process (see 
below) and after current practices have been recorded and verified; and 
 The program aims to encourage broad voluntary participation in eco-
accreditation.  The initial focus on the scheme is to facilitate producer 
participation on the basis that standards are progressively tightened and 
improved after producers have joined the scheme.   
Sugar cane producers must achieve the minimum standards to qualify for eco-
accreditation.   This will provide a ‘bronze’ accreditation.  Silver and Gold 
accreditation standards will be progressively developed for producers achieving at a 
higher level than the minimum standards (e.g., producers achieving at regional 
target levels in a number of areas may be awarded silver status,  and producers 
performing at regional target level across their management system may be 
awarded gold status).  The specific requirements for gold and silver status will need 
to be determined after the scheme has been implemented so that regional 
benchmarking can be used to identify appropriate standards for the different 
accreditation standards.   
Regional Targets 
Regional targets have been established for each management practice.  They 
represent the practices that producers should be aiming for through the action 
planning and continual improvement process.  In cases where producers have not 
yet achieved the regional management targets, they will identify activities or 
actions that they need to undertake in order to achieve the regional target.  
Action Plans 
Due to the regional variation in topography, it is not always possible to establish 
regional-wide benchmarks for BMPs.  For example it is not possible to establish a 
regional benchmark for drainage profile (e.g., specification of mostly shallow drains 
vs mostly deep drains) because the appropriate drainage profile will depend on the 
topography of the farm.  In these cases, benchmarks will have to be defined on a 
farm basis.  It is envisaged that this will occur through the action planning and 
continual improvement process and after current practices have been recorded and 
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verified.  Similarly, due to the diversity of weed management strategies that may 
be relevant to managing weeds in streambanks and waterways, a Weed 
Management Action Plan for each farm, that focuses on reduced chemical usage is 
proposed instead of prescriptive weed management practices which may not be 
appropriate.  These Action Plans are to be developed in consultation with relevant 
agency staff (e.g., Council’s Pest Management Officer, Officers of relevant 
Government Agencies) as well as other technical expertise (e.g. MAS) and 
producers will be measured against their compliance with their Action Plan.  
Farm businesses can opt to undertake the self-assessment on their own, or in 
collaboration with extension providers (Mossman Agricultural Services) who can  
provide assistance to sugar producers in determining their current BMP rankings 
and also for collating relevant key documents.    
The Audit Process 
The Mossman Mill District Eco-Accreditation Scheme Audit process involves a two 
stage assessment: Stage 1 - self assessment (internal audit); and Stage 2 - 
independent audit of BMPs and Action Plans to confirm that the sugar cane 
producer is doing what he/she claims with regard to BMP performance and that the 
Action Plans proposed have been implemented.  
Self assessment: Internal Audit   
Individual sugar cane producers undertake a self assessment using the ratings in 
the self-assessment workbook and compile relevant documentation to verify their 
assessment.  The aim of the self-assessment process is to prepare growers for 
independent certification and to keep audit costs to a minimum. 
Local extension providers Mossman Agricultural Services will provide support to 
sugar cane producers to undertake the self assessment, provide assistance to 
gather the necessary records to support action planning and audit, and provide 
assistance to develop action plans where required.   
The self-assessments will be conducted every two years and will be sent to a 
central data point (Mossman Agricultural Services).  
Independent Audit 
Accreditation will be provided by registered certification companies that are 
recognised by JAS ANZ.  JAS-ANZ is the government-appointed accreditation body 
for Australia and New Zealand responsible for providing accreditation of conformity 
assessment bodies in the fields of certification and inspection. Accreditation by JAS-
ANZ demonstrates the competence and independence of these bodies.  This 
provides certainty to international markets.    
Compliance will be demonstrated by 3 rd party certification audit against the 
practices and standards specified for the Mossman Eco-Accreditation Scheme 
(outlined in the Self-Assessment Workbook).  The certification company will advise 
the project team of audit outcomes and issue certification certificates to sugar cane 
producers.  This is a similar process used successfully by other Australian primary 
industries to achieve eco-accreditation. 
Recognition through BSI and other Initiatives 
The World Wildlife Fund (WWF) will enhance the certification process by giving 
further recognition to accredited producers through the Better Sugar Initiative 
(BSI).  BSI is a global initiative that has a goal of ensuring sugar cane production 
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and primary processing are undertaken in an environmentally, socially, and 
economically sustainable manner. The BSI aims to achieve this by engaging 
stakeholders in a constructive dialogue to define Better Sugarcane environmentally, 
socially, and economically, to develop performance-based and verifiable standards, 
and to foster their implementation for measurable reduction in key impacts.  A 
Memorandum of Understanding between Terrain NRM and WWF underpins this 
relationship.  
Other opportunities for gaining formal recognition of the Mossman Eo-Accreditation 
program through Government agency initiatives are also being investigated. 
6. Monitoring, Reporting and Continuous Improvement 
Continual Improvement 
It is important to acknowledge that in some cases there is considerable work 
required to raise the standard of practice from one level to the next and also to 
achieve the regional management targets. Realistically it may take a number of 
years for a producer to progress from one level to the next and it may also be 
affected by their ability to access additional resources.  In order for this not to be a 
basis for loss of eco-accreditation producer will need to specify:  
1. The actions that they are systematically taking on an annual basis to 
improve practices.  This will be important in cases where practice 
enhancement is occurring over a long period of time and involves a number 
of steps to move from a current rating to an improved rating , or for 
example the development and implementation of farm or nutrient 
management plans; or  
2. The reasons why producers may not be able to progress from one level to 
the next.  These will need to be clearly identified; they may include issues 
such as the scale of resources required (e.g., to eradicate a weed problem, 
undertake revegetation), scheduling (e.g., particular management actions 
may assume higher/lower priority based on the issues and risks on the 
property), and natural disasters or unforeseen circumstances that affect 
progress (e.g., a major cyclone). 
Measuring Change 
In terms of measuring change over time, there is a need to upgrade the central 
data collection point underpinning the eco-accreditation process and to develop 
new data-sets measuring environmental condition and management practices.  
Better data sets will allow better prioritisation of management practices and action 
planning to manage risk areas.   Better data sets will also better enable verification 
which will streamline the audit process and reduce audit costs.  Practices that are 
currently not able to be measured, thus not included in the first Phase of the 
Mossman Eco-accreditation Program, may be able to be integrated into future 
phases with better databases.   
Regional Reporting 
A web based producer interface has been developed to assist regional reporting of 
best management practice implementation and reporting against the FNQ Regional 
Plan.   
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Consultants AEM Solutions (AEMS) were engaged to provide a monitoring and 
reporting system to underpin environmental accreditation of sugarcane production 
in the Mossman Mill District.    
The reporting system provides an electronically based system to standardise the 
recording of farm management practices and reporting of environmental 
management in the Mossman Mill District.  The reporting system integrates and 
analyses reported data to generate the reports required for regional audit and the 
accreditation by WWF and it will also enable the regular regional reporting of 
environmental management against the NRM Plan Asset Framework.  
7. Implementation of Eco-Accreditation in Mossman 
Although there is a strong demand for and interest in eco-accreditation, investing in 
the supply of eco-accredited sugar products at present is a speculative activity.  
The quantification of the market demand for eco-accredited sugar products and the 
analysis of the costs and benefits of eco-accreditation have not occurred because 
eco-accredited sugar products have not been available for market trial to date  and 
it has been difficult to estimate the economic costs and benefits associated with 
implementation.   
Although there are clear benefits in terms of demonstrating environmental 
performance, and a number of producers have indicated their willingness to 
implement eco-accreditation from this point of view, the uncertainty surrounding 
the economic costs and benefits of eco-accreditation does provide a barrier to 
broader producer willingness to implement eco-accreditation.  This is particularly so 
given the present economic and institutional environment governing sugar cane 
production and supply.  
Terrain in partnership with Mossman Agricultural Services will initially implement a 
small-scale farmer trial of eco-accreditation.  This will involve self-assessment and 
independent audit by between 2-5 growers in 2007, depending on the actual costs 
and resources available.  Additional funds are being sought to support further 
implementation.   
This implementation trial will provide eco-accredited product for market trial.  It is 
hoped that this will support an analysis of the market for eco-accredited sugar and 
the assessment of the costs and benefits of eco-accreditation.  It is anticipated that 
eco-accreditation will enable the industry to access market premiums and that 
these premiums will provide a voluntary incentive for producers to implement eco -
accreditation.  
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Appendix 1 
Head of power, requirements and indicators for cane farming in the Mossman 
Mill District – Water Asset Excerpt 
Head of 
Power 
Requirements at Farm Scale Indicators for cane farming in the Mossman Mill 
District 
Environment 
Protection Act 
1994 
Requirements of Cane Growing 
Code of Practice  
Requirements of the Douglas 
Shire Water Quality 
Improvement Plan (WQIP) 
Environment Protection Policy: 
Water 
Off-farm water quality 
discharge  
Compliance with Cane Growing Code of Practice.  
Compliance with Douglas Shire Water Quality Improvement 
Plan.  
First event sediment loss (or management proxy). 
First event nitrogen loss (or management proxy).  
Pesticide loss (or management proxy). 
 Canegrowing 
Environmental Code of 
Practice:  
Developing New Land 
 
 Farm Plan Property features identified and mapped. 
 Streambank and remnant 
vegetation 
Rating of wildlife corridors. 
Permits for the removal of vegetation in place. 
 Drainage Rating of drainage design. 
Permits/approvals for drainage works in tidal and 
freshwater watercourses in place. 
 Wetlands Rating of drainage design. 
Presence of artificial wetlands. 
Rating of design of artificial wetlands (surface and ground 
waters, low lying areas) 
Rating of design of artificial wetlands (fish passage). 
Rating of management of potential and disturbed acid 
sulphate soils. 
 Established Farms  
 Vegetation Management Producer contributes positively to ICM and NRM effort. 
Presence of vegetation in non-cane parts of farm. 
Vegetation management plan. 
 Soil Management Rating of soil management (implementation of the 
following management practices): 
minimum tillage planting systems,  
modified contour system, 
early fill in of plant cane, 
green cane harvesting and trash blanketing, 
recommended fertiliser rates 
calibration of fertiliser applicators between products 
below ground fertiliser application (preferable) 
If surface fertiliser application, delay until the cane is 50cm 
high, apply 20-25 mm of overhead irrigation or apply within 
48 hours of a strong possibility of rain showers. 
If furrow irrigation, fertiliser applied sub-surface unless 
incorporated prior to irrigation 
If trickle irrigation, no fewer than three split applicators of 
nitrogen applied 
Irrigate using biosolids from urban sewage treatment 
plants if possible 
test to determine nutrient status of soils 
recycle and reuse mill mud and boiler ash from sugar mills. 
Rating of management practices (saline and sodic soils):  
coordinated drainage schemes in potentially saline areas; 
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soil ameliorants (gypsum) applied; 
cane harvesting residue retained; 
adequate topsoil layer maintained/returned 
best irrigation management practices adopted. 
 Irrigation Rating of drainage design. 
Rating of irrigation efficiency. 
Implementation of recommended management practices 
for: 
Furrow irrigation  
Overhead irrigation 
Tailwater recycling 
Irrigation scheduling/ water efficiencies 
Treated waste water 
 Drainage Rating of drainage design and management practices. 
Necessary approvals for drainage works in water courses in 
place. 
 Weed, Pest and Disease 
Control 
Use and rating of Integrated Pest Management Strategies. 
Rating of management practices to control disease 
outbreaks. 
Rating of herbicide, insecticide and nematicide application 
procedures. 
Presence of harvest residues from green cane harvesting. 
Necessary approvals to manage native animals as economic 
pests in place 
 Fire Management Cane firing permits in place 
Rating of fire management practices. 
Rating of tops management practices. 
Presence of green cane harvesting and trash blanketing. 
 Timing of Operations and 
Notifying Neighbours 
 
 Fuel and dangerous goods – 
use and storage. 
Rating of chemical storage and use practices 
Producer attends an approved chemical accreditation 
course and participates in refresher courses. 
Rating of chemical storage and use practices. 
Chemical storage and use practices identified and recorded. 
Rating of chemical application practices: 
Follow labels 
Use calibrated and properly functioning equipment 
Notify neighbours 
carry out spraying under appropriate weather conditions 
(wind direction/speed) 
mix chemicals, fill chemical spray tanks and wash down 
equipment in appropriate areas away from any sites where 
contamination of watercourses or groundwater could occur. 
 Waste Management Rating of waste management practices: 
dumping grounds 
waste oil 
commercial recycling options 
chemical containers and bags. 
 On-farm monitoring Producer monitors and records farming practices and 
participates in the Mossman Mill District Market Premium 
System for Environmental Accreditation. 
 Water Quality Improvement 
Plan 
 
 Immediate Category  
Sugar Cane – Nutrient 
Management 
Reduce rate of application of 
Reduced N application rates based on crop requirements 
Farmer contributes positively towards trials of new 
management techniques 
Farmer contributes positively towards trials of new 
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preferred form of N based on 
crop requirements. 
Encourage appropriate form of 
N below surface/trash. 
Optimize effectiveness of N 
through timing of application 
and application methodology. 
Negotiation with fertilizer 
manufacturers on slow-release 
fertilizers, plus negotiation with 
appropriate Government 
agencies on price difference 
support. 
Observe present development 
of low – N cane varieties for 
higher utilization in the 
Douglas Shire Council. 
Support soil testing to 
determine plant requirements 
other than Nitrogen, which has 
taken into account mill mud 
and fallow legume. 
Case study on soil testing to 
demonstrate fertilizer 
effectiveness. 
management techniques 
Farmer contributes positively towards trials of new 
management techniques 
Farmer contributes positively towards trials of new 
management techniques 
Twice-a-year soil testing and analysis at Mill laboratory 
Farmer contributes positively towards trials of new 
management techniques 
 
 
 Sugar cane – Shallow drain 
management 
Develop and implement a work 
program, which includes the 
ranking of drains works in each 
catchment to reduce erosion of 
shallow field drains by 
converting to grassed swales 
with sufficient headroom to 
operate machinery across 
paddocks. 
Develop a working group 
involving all stakeholders that 
includes Douglas Shire Council 
and landholders to plan 
information and corrective 
action program.  Negotiate cost 
sharing arrangements with 
government 
Identify, rank and map drains works on farm to reduce 
erosion of shallow field drains by converting to grassed 
swales with sufficient headroom to operate machinery 
across paddocks. 
Corrective stabilization of drains. 
Farmer contributes positively towards drain study group 
and corrective action program 
 
 Support Category 
Sugar Cane – Deep drain 
management  
Develop an implementation 
program, which includes the 
ranking of drains works in each 
catchment to reduce slumping 
by sloping and grassing of 
drain-walls (hard armour where 
necessary), plus mechanical 
and vegetation stabilization of 
drain head erosion. 
Develop a working group 
involving all stakeholders that 
includes Douglas Shire Council. 
Landholders and Main roads to 
plan information and corrective 
action program. Integration of 
drain planning at boundaries 
essential.  Subsidies from 
government need to be 
Identify and map eroding drains on-farm where depth, 
slope and cover require corrective stabilization.  
Corrective stabilization of drains.  
Farmer contributes positively towards drain study group 
and corrective action program 
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negotiated 
 Coastal floodplain – Wetland 
functionality 
Establish functionality of 
existing wetlands and construct 
wetlands basing priority on 
maximizing capture of pollutant 
load at end of drainage pattern 
Functionality of existing on-farm wetlands assessed 
New wetlands constructed to capture pollutant loads 
 Long Term 
Sugar Cane – Fallow 
Promote the use of a legume 
fallow cropping.   
Further work to be undertaken 
to provide an effect technique 
to direct drill into trash. 
Promote the practice of fallow 
planting vs plough-out/replant 
Legume fallow cropping adopted 
Fallow planting system adopted 
 Riparian Management 
Since bank erosion is a source 
of sediment the physical 
stabilization of banks by 
engineering and vegetative 
methods requires special 
attention, especially where 
over bank flow cannot be 
reduced.  See 
recommendations under 
grazing 
Where farm properties include riparian zones, identify and 
map unstable bank locations 
landholder riparian agreements in place 
stabilization of banks by engineering and vegetative 
methods 
Regional NRM 
Plan 
Compliance with Resource 
condition targets: Water Asset 
 
 Resource condition target 
(RCT) W1. Instream 
environmental flow 
requirements will be met in all 
Wet Tropics Rivers by 2015. 
On-farm environmental flow conditions monitored. 
No structures impacting adversely on environmental flow 
regimes. 
If structures impacting adversely on environmental flow 
regimes present, then program in place for rehabilitating 
structures. 
 RCT W3. Improve water quality 
by reducing sediment and 
nutrient loads in all Wet 
Tropics waterways ongoing. 
Overall rating of impact of farm on water quality. 
Nutrient sensitive zones within farm boundary identified 
and mapped  
Farm practices achieve adoption rate targets for nutrients, 
and sediments: 
Rating of infrastructure affecting waterway (e.g. transport 
crossings and water impoundments and extraction). 
Rating of water use and land management practices on 
irrigated lands 
Rating of mill-mud disposal practices  
Rating of use of appropriate wetland and detention systems 
to ameliorate flooding, reduce the flow of water and water 
runoff and improve water quality 
Participation in the Mossman Mill District spatially-based 
Market Based Premium Accreditation System. 
Rating of vegetation in riparian zones. 
Rating of on-farm small wetlands and sediment traps. 
 RCT W4. Meet Australian Water 
Quality guidelines for ambient 
levels of pesticides and heavy 
metals in tropical waterways, 
by 2015. 
Monitor pesticide application rates and heavy metal 
concentrations and farm management practices 
Rating of pesticide application rates  
Participation in the Mossman Mill District spatially-based 
Market Based Premium Accreditation System 
Rating of in farm management practices (release of 
pesticides and heavy metals). 
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Appendix 2 
Indicators, rating system and benchmarks for regional asset management – 
Water Excerpt 
 
Asset and 
Asset Sub-
Class 
Indicator of 
Requirement at 
Farm Scale 
Actual Proposed Rating System 
Drainage 
  
General Rating of drainage 
design and 
management 
practices. 
Permits/approvals for 
drainage works in 
tidal and freshwater 
watercourses in place. 
Drain Profile and Vegetation  
� Less than 30% of drains wide, shallow and grassed  
� Between 30% and 70% of drains wide, shallow and grassed  
� At least 70% of drains wide, shallow and grassed  
� All drains wide, shallow and grassed 
 
Cane Block Drainage  
� All cane blocks have wet sections  
� More than half of the cane blocks have wet sections  
� Less than half of the cane blocks have wet sections  
� All cane blocks well drained  
 
Permits for Works 
� All drainage works in tidal and freshwater watercourses are 
approved under the Fisheries act or the Water Act  
� More than half of the works in tidal and freshwater watercourses 
are approved under the Fisheries act or the Water Act 
� Less than half of the works in tidal and freshwater watercourses 
are approved under the Fisheries act or the Water Act 
� No works in tidal and freshwater watercourses are approved under 
the Fisheries act or the Water Act 
Shallow drain 
management 
 
Identification, ranking 
and mappping of 
drainage works on 
farm to reduce 
erosion of shallow 
field drains by 
converting to grassed 
swales with sufficient 
headroom to operate 
machinery across 
paddocks 
Drain Profile and Vegetation  
� Less than 30% of drains wide, shallow and grassed  
� Between 30% and 70% of drains wide, shallow and grassed  
� At least 70% of drains wide, shallow and grassed  
� All drains wide, shallow and grassed  
 
Deep drain 
management 
 
Identify and map 
eroding drains on-
farm where depth, 
slope and cover 
require corrective 
stabilization  
Corrective 
stabilization of drains.  
Insert Rankings 
 
Fish Passage 
 
No structures 
impacting adversely 
on fish passage. 
If structures 
impacting adversely 
on fish passage, then 
program in place for 
rehabilitating 
structures. 
Fish Passage 
� No structures impacting adversely on fish passage 
� Any structure impacting adversely on fish passage appropriately 
designed 
� Limited structures impacting on fish passage (2-3 structures, 
relatively minor in nature e.g., bund) 
� Several large structures impacting on fish passage. 
Environmental 
Flows 
Meets all surface and 
groundwater 
extraction 
Insert Rankings 
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Asset and 
Asset Sub-
Class 
Indicator of 
Requirement at 
Farm Scale 
Actual Proposed Rating System 
requirements 
(consistent with 
government policy) or 
has appropriate 
licences in place. 
Stream Banks 
(Riparian) 
Management 
 
Streambanks 
identified, mapped 
and protected with 
appropriate (native) 
vegetation 
Riparian and wetland vegetation - nominate which option applies to 
the majority of stream banks on your property  
� Banks with no vegetation or only exotic weeds 
� Banks vegetated, but no trees or shrubs beyond top of bank  
� Banks vegetated, trees, shrubs and grass extending less than 6m 
from top of bank  
� Banks vegetated, trees, shrubs and grass extending at least 10m 
from top of bank  
Nutrients and 
Contaminants 
  
Nutrient 
Management 
 
Reduced N application 
rates based on crop 
requirements 
 
Soil testing and 
analysis to determine 
plant requirements 
other than Nitrogen, 
which has taken into 
account mill mud and 
fallow legume 
Degree to which soil 
testing and analysis is 
used 
Nitrogen Rates  
� Always exceed 160 kg N/ha  
� Apply more than 160 kg N/ha on some blocks  
� Do not exceed 160 kg N/ha on any blocks  
� Use 160 kg N/ha or less and adjust to account for other inputs eg. 
legumes and/or mill mud  
 
Urea Application on ratoons  
� Urea surface applied on some blocks when cane less than 500mm 
high  
� All urea broadcast when cane at least 500mm high  
� All urea applied close to row when cane at least 500mm high  
� All urea applied split stool or under ground beside stool  
 
Nutrient Requirements Assessment  
� Never use soil samples  
� Soils samples taken on less than 50% of blocks each cane cycle  
� Soils samples taken on more than 50% of blocks each cane cycle  
� Soil sample each block at least once per crop cycle  
 
Soil Testing Implementation (insert ranking) 
 
Nutrient Loss (insert ranking) 
Fallow 
 
Legume fallow 
cropping adopted.  
Direct drill into trash 
Fallow planting 
system adopted 
(fallow planting vs 
plough-out/replant) 
Fallowing  
� All plough out/replant and no fallow  
� Plough out/Replant area greater than fallow plant  
� Fallow plant area greater than plough out/replant  
� All cane planted into fallow  
 
Fallow Practice  
� Weed fallow  
� Managed non legume fallow  
� Managed legume fallow  
� Managed legume fallow planted zero till  
 
Direct Drill into Trash (insert ranking) 
Sediment and 
nutrient loads  
 
Green Cane Trash 
Blanketing 
 
Green Cane Trash Blanket  
� Always burn trash  
� Burn more than once per crop cycle on some blocks  
� Only burn blocks to be fallowed or replanted  
� Never burn trash  
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Asset and 
Asset Sub-
Class 
Indicator of 
Requirement at 
Farm Scale 
Actual Proposed Rating System 
Ambient levels 
of pesticides 
and heavy 
metals. 
 
Rating of pesticide 
application rates  
Rating of in farm 
management practices 
(release of pesticides 
and heavy metals). 
Insert rakings: 
Herbicide use in headlands/drains (e.g., full regular spraying –
strategic use of sprays) 
 
Herbicide use in paddock 
 
Pesticide use in paddock 
 
Rat Management (Only answer this question if rats are a problem on 
your farm)  
� No management measures used  
� Rely solely on rat baiting for control  
� Baiting is only part of my management strategy  
� Adopted an IPM plan for rodent control  
 
Cane Grub Management (Only answer this question if cane grubs are a 
problem on your farm)  
� Don’t use any control measures  
� Chemical control used on all plant cane  
� Chemical control not used on all plant cane  
� Adopted an IPM plan for grub control  
 
Headland Vegetation Management  
� Vegetation sprayed out on headlands  
� Headland vegetation maintained less than 10cm in height  
� Headlands slashed less than 5 times per year no lower than 10cm  
� Headlands slashed at least 5 times per year no lower than 10cm  
Irrigation 
  
Irrigation 
efficiency 
 
Irrigation scheduling 
adopted 
Implement 
appropriate irrigation 
system 
Irrigation Scheduling  
� Don’t use any scheduling tools  
� Schedule irrigation based on evaporation but don’t keep any 
records  
� Use evaporation pans to schedule irrigation and keep records  
� Use soil moisture monitoring equipment to schedule all irrigation  
 
Irrigation Systems  
� Majority of farm flood irrigated and not all tail water recycled  
� Majority of farm flood irrigated with all tail water recycled  
� Majority of farm irrigated by overhead  
� Majority of farm trickle irrigated  
Wetlands   
Wetland 
functionality 
 
Functionality of 
existing on-farm 
wetlands assessed 
New wetlands 
constructed to capture 
pollutant loads at end 
of drainage pattern 
Wetland functionality  
� No natural and artificial wetlands in strategic locations to capture 
off-paddock outflows 
� Natural and artificial wetlands in strategic locations to capture some 
off-paddock outflows (less than 50% of outflows) 
� Natural and artificial wetlands in strategic locations to capture 
major off paddock outflows (more than 50% of outflows) 
� Natural and artificial wetlands in strategic locations to capture all 
off-paddock outflows 
 
Drain Profile and Vegetation  
� Less than 30% of drains wide, shallow and grassed  
� Between 30% and 70% of drains wide, shallow and grassed  
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Asset and 
Asset Sub-
Class 
Indicator of 
Requirement at 
Farm Scale 
Actual Proposed Rating System 
� At least 70% of drains wide, shallow and grassed  
� All drains wide, shallow and grassed 
 
Block Drainage  
� All blocks have wet sections  
� More than half of the blocks have wet sections  
� Less than half of the blocks have wet sections  
� All blocks well drained 
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Appendix 3  
BMP Self Assessment: Water Excerpt2,3 
 
Indicator of Requirement at Farm Scale Actual Proposed Rating System 
Rating of drainage design and management 
practices. 
Identification, ranking and mapping of drainage 
works on farm to reduce erosion of shallow field 
drains by converting to grassed spoon drains 
with sufficient headroom to operate machinery 
across paddocks. 
Identify and map eroding drains on-farm where 
depth, slope and cover require corrective 
stabilization  
Corrective stabilization of drains. 
Rating of measures to manage weeds in riparian 
areas. 
1.1 Drain Profile and Vegetation  
� Less than 30% of drains wide, shallow and grassed.  
� Between 30% and 70% of drains wide, shallow and grassed.  
� At least 70% of drains wide, shallow and grassed.  
� All drains wide, shallow and grassed. 
1.2 Drain Profile and Vegetation for deep drains 
� Greater than 70% of drains unstable (drains steep sided, 
bare of vegetation and slumping or base eroding). 
� Between 30% and 70% of drains stable. 
� At least 70% stable. 
� All drains stable (sides battered, stable and vegetated). 
(review after 1 year) 
1.3 Cane Block Drainage  
� All cane blocks have sections where water ponds.  
� More than half of the cane blocks have sections where water 
ponds. 
� Less than half of the cane blocks have sections where water 
ponds.  
� All cane blocks well drained (e.g., no erosion, provision for 
suitable sub-surface and surface drainage, row mounding, 
lowered headlands) 
Permits/approvals for drainage works in tidal and 
freshwater watercourses in place. 
1.4 Permits for new  and current drainage works (includes silt 
traps and works in watercourses and new drains in a tidal 
area). Only answer if relevant 
� Prior to undertaking work, I received approval from the 
Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries to undertake 
new drainage works in a tidal area and undertook the activity 
in accordance with the approval and I have permits for new 
and current drainage works in tidal and freshwater 
watercourses under the Fisheries Act or the Water Act. 
Rating of records of drain maintenance  
Rating of timing of drain cleaning and 
maintenance. 
1.7 Weed Management (drains) 
� Blanket spray whole drains and batters.  
� Spray drains and batters using chemicals registered for use 
in waterways.  
� Use best management practices to control weeds, such as a 
weed bucket to remove weeds and place removed weeds and 
spoil as far away from drains as possible, and spot spray small 
areas of weeds in drains in dry conditions.  
 1.8 Weed Management Action Plan (Stream banks and 
waterways) 
� I do not manage weeds on my farm according to an action 
plan that incorporates reduced chemical usage. 
� I have defined a weed management action plan for my farm 
that incorporates reduced chemical usage. 
� I am implementing my weed management action plan that 
incorporates reduced chemical usage. 
No structures impacting adversely on fish 
passage. 
1.9 Fish Passage  
                                               
2 This table is undergoing further refinement 
3 Orange Text: Minimum standard for eco-accreditation, Blue Text: 
Regional Target for BMP attainment 
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If structures impacting adversely on fish 
passage, then program in place for rehabilitating 
structures. 
� Several large structures impacting on fish passage (e.g. 
floodgates). 
� Limited structures impacting on fish passage (2-3 structures, 
relatively minor in nature e.g., bund).  
� Any structure impacting adversely on fish passage 
appropriately designed. 
� No structures impacting adversely on fish passage. 
Identify and map areas of actual or potential 
acid sulfate soils, sodic soil and salinity hazards 
and risks within farm boundary. 
Adoption of management practices for saline and 
sodic soils:  
coordinated drainage schemes in potentially 
saline areas; 
soil ameliorants (gypsum) applied; 
cane harvesting residue retained; 
adequate topsoil layer maintained/returned 
best irrigation management practices adopted. 
Adoption of practices to manage actual acid 
sulfate soils and rehabilitate disturbed acid 
sulfate soils:  
Apply the required rate of lime after drain 
maintenance or laser levelling to drain walls or 
drain spoils if required; 
Spread any black drain sludge (iron 
monosulfides) as a thin layer and cultivate or 
revegetate if required. 
Ensure any spoil or sludge cannot run back into 
drain (using bunding if necessary) 
1.10 Hazard Mapping and Management (actual or potential acid 
sulfate soils, sodic soils, and salinity hazards) (Only answer if 
present on your farm) 
� I have identified areas of actual or potential acid sulfate 
soils, sodic soils, and salinity hazards on my farm  
� I have developed an action plan to manage identified areas 
of actual or potential acid sulfate soils, sodic soils, and salinity 
hazards on my farm. 
� I am implementing my action plan for areas of actual or 
potential acid sulfate soils, sodic soils, and salinity hazards. 
1.11 Laser Levelling 
� All fields have natural undulations in drainage. 
� More fields have natural undulations than those that are 
laser-levelled. 
� More fields are laser-levelled than those with natural 
undulations. 
� All fields laser-levelled. 
Functionality of existing on-farm wetlands 
assessed 
New wetlands constructed to capture pollutant 
loads at end of drainage pattern 
1.12 Water Management (includes runoff management) 
� I do not have a water management action plan 
� I have sought professional advice and have a water 
management action plan in place. 
� I am implementing my water management action plan  
Key areas of soil loss (if any), in productive and 
non-productive parts of farm, identified, 
classified and mapped. 
 
1.14 Soil loss mapping (See DSWQIP, ACTFR – Tully, to justify 
non-inclusion of soil loss mapping in this process, surrogate 
measure is green cane around to protect ratoon) 
�  Property assessed and areas of soil loss (if any) in 
productive and non-productive parts of farm classified and 
mapped. 
Headlands maintained as sediment sink 
Install soil conservation layouts and soil erosion 
structures (in conjunction with farming 
management systems approach including 
conservation cropping and conservation tillage 
practices in the region) where appropriate in 
high priority areas 
Rating of fallow cropping practices (Spray out 
fallow or cover crops rather than cultivated 
fallows). 
Adoption of soil erosion control practices 
appropriate to soil type/erosion rating: 
Rating of headlands (grassed). 
Rating of drainage design (major drains - sloping 
sides and grassed)  
Rating of riparian management techniques. 
1.15 Headland Vegetation Management  
� Vegetation sprayed out on headlands or headlands 
cultivated. 
� Vegetation slashed on headlands 
 
 
 
Appendix 4  
The ratings in the Mossman Mill District Eco-Accreditation Standard mapped against the requirements of the Treatment Train Framework 
 
 
Treatment Train 
Component 
Description Mossman Mill District Eco-
Accreditation Standard 
Reference Point in Standard 
Land Use & Planning Avoiding inappropriate agricultural land use and promoting land use 
patterns consistent with defined regional environmental values and 
water quality objectives / targets. 
-  LWMP/Property Planning that includes farm-scale treatment train; 
- retiring land, eg to minimise undue risk to water quality, for water 
quality/treatment purposes or for biodiversity conservation purposes; 
-  demonstrable integration with Industry, Regional NRM & WQIP 
initiatives; 
-  farm-scale implementation of regional biodiversity conservation 
initiatives. 
1.3 Cane Block Drainage Water Asset 
1.8 Hazard Mapping and Management 
(actual or potential acid sulfate soils, sodic 
soils and salinity hazards) 
Water Asset 
1.9  Water Management (includes runoff 
management) 
Water Asset 
3.1 On-Farm Vegetation (including wetland, 
riparian vegetation and native vegetation 
and corridors). 
Biodiversity Asset  
Eco Efficiency Reducing chemical inputs to the farming system. 
-  Applying fertiliser according to soil/crop needs; 
- N-fixing cane; 
- Optimal application of biocides. 
2.1 Soil Sampling Frequency Soil Resources 
2.2 Nutrient Management Plan Soil Resources 
2.3 Nitrogen Rates Soil Resources 
2.4 Urea Application on Ratoons Soil Resources 
2.6 Diuron and Atrazine Usage Soil Resources 
2.8 Fallow Practice Soil Resources 
Source Control Retaining chemicals at the point of application. 
- Controlled Traffic/Minimum Till;  
2.5 Minimum Tillage Planting  
 
Soil Resources 
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-  Incorporation of DSS technologies into the farming system 
(Enviroscan, Safe gauge for Nutrients/Pesticides); 
-  Improved soil health /crop rotation; 
- Precision Ag Technologies (GPS, Variable rate fertiliser);  
-  Tailored soil and crop ameliorants, nutrient, and ag-chemical 
application / timing; 
-  Ground cover management (Green Cane Trash Blanket, cover, 
rotational and companion cropping). 
2.7 Fallowing Soil Resources 
2.8 Fallow Practice Soil Resources 
2.9 Green Cane Trash Blanket Soil Resources 
2.4  Urea Application on Ratoons Soil Resources 
1.6  Weed Management Action Plan 
(streambanks and waterways) 
Water Asset 
5.2 Chemical Accreditation Human and Community Asset 
Conveyance and 
Transmission Processes 
Minimising pollutant losses from the property. 
- Tail-water capture and re-use;  
- Surface and groundwater management;  
- Riparian and wetland enhancement,  
- Incorporation of grass swales/filter strips; 
- Drainage modification, sediment traps/artificial wetlands. 
1.1 Drain Profile and Vegetation Water Asset 
1.2 Drain Profile and Vegetation for Deep 
Drains 
Water Asset 
1.3 Cane Block Drainage Water Asset 
1.8 Hazard Mapping and Management 
(actual or potential acid sulfate soils, sodic 
soils and salinity hazards) 
Water Asset 
1.9  Water Management (includes runoff 
management) 
Water Asset 
3.1 On-Farm Vegetation (including wetland, 
riparian vegetation and native vegetation 
and corridors). 
Biodiversity Asset  
Treatment and Discharge Minimising pollutant loss to receiving coastal waters (GBR). 
- Tail-water polishing through off-property tail water / effluent 
1.9 Water Management (includes runoff 
management) 
Water Asset 
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treatment structures;  
- Protection and enhancement of wetlands and stream corridors for 
pollutant attenuation. 
3.1 On-Farm Vegetation (including wetland, 
riparian vegetation and native vegetation 
and corridors). 
Biodiversity Asset  
 
 
 
